10/27/2004 16:41 TLC 5149541396 SMART Si BIGSAR (21008/015 

* Appl. No, 09/603,354 PATENTT 
Amdt. dated October 27. 2004 Attorney Docket No. 85773-203 

Reply to omce Acbon of Mey 28, 2004 



B. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 02 



On page 2 of the Final Office Action, the Examiner has reiterated his rejection of 
claims 1, 19r 32, 33, 37 and 53 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 5,582,601 (hereinafter referred to as Newman et al.). The Applicant continues 
to disagree with this rejection and submits that the claims of the application distinguish 
patentably over the cited prior art reference, as discussed below. 

CLAIM 1 

The Examiner's attention Is directed to the following limltdtions of Independent 
claim 1 (emphasis added): 

An apparatus for use in a bufferless network comprising: 
I "J 

a traffic detection unit coupled to said first and second inputs, said traffic 
detection unit operative to monitor the traffic units received at said 
first and second Inputs for detecting said first and second traffic 
patterns; 

a notification unit for generating a control signal for ^dnsmlsslon to either 
one of the first and second source points on a basis of the first and 
second traffic patterns detected by eald traffic detection unit, said 
control signal being directive to regulate at least in part the traffic pattern of 
the traffic units sent from either one of the first and second source points 
such that a poeerbiiity of colllalon between the traffic units sent from 
the first source point and the traffic unite sent from the second 
source point ie reduced. 

Newman et al. do not disclose, teach nor suggest the above-emphasized limitations 
of claim 1. More specrfically, Newman et aL do not disclose a "traffic detection unit 
operative to monitor the traffic units received at [the] first and second inputs for detecting 
rthel first and second traffic pattem5 ^ nor a "notification unit for generating a control signal 
(...) on a basis of the first and second traffic patterns (...) to regulate at least in part the 
traffic pattern of the traffic units (...) such that a oosslbllitv of colli8ion_ between the traffic 
units (...) is reduced". 

There is neither mention nor discussion in Newman et al. of the concept of traffic 
patterns of traffic units, let alone of detecting the traffic patterns of traffic units received at 
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first and second source points or of requlatino these traffic patterns such that a possibility 
of collision between the traffic units sent from the first source point and the traffic units 
sent from the second source point is reduced . 

The Applicant respectfully submits that. In analyzing the Newman et al. patent, the 
Examiner has overlooked the fact that Newman et al. neither explicitly disclose nor 
implidtly suggest any detection of traffic patterns . The fact that, in Newman et al., a port 
controller "receives the sequence of ATM cells" does not in any way teach or suggest the 
detection of traffic patterns, which requires monitoring incoming traffic units and identifying 
patterns of traffic characterizing the traffic units received from different source points. 
Newman et al. clearly therefore can not be found to disclose taking any action, such as 
the transmission of a control signal to a source point, on the basis of detected traffic 
pattems. 

Rather, as discussed at column 3, lines 36-48, column 5, Knes 25-33, column 7, 
line 53 to column 8, line 2 and column 9, line 13 to column 10, line 5. Newman et al. are 
concerned with detecting traffic congestion at a node by monitoring queue fullness and. 
once congestion has been detected , with taking corrsctlve action to reduce the detected 
congestion by sending a congestion signal from the location where the congestion was 
detected back to the source. Thus, in contrast to preemptively reducing a possibility of 
collisions at a node by monitoririo and regulating incoming traffic oattems . as claimed In 
claim 1 , Newman et al. teach raart/ve/v controlling congestion once this congestion has 
already occurred and been detected at a node. 

In light of the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits that Newman et al. does 
not teach nor suggest the invention claimed in claim 1. Accordingly, the subject matter of 
claim 1 is believed to be novel and inventive over Newman et al. and, as such, in conditK)n 
for alk>wance. The Examiner is requested to withdraw the rejection of claim 1 under 35 
U.S.C. §102(b). 
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CLAIMS 2-18 

Claims 2-18 depend from claim 1 and therefore Include all the limitations of 
independent claim 1 . As such, claims 2*18 are also believed to be in allowable fomi. 



The Examiner's attention Is directed to the following limitations of claim 19 
(emphasis added): 

A method for preventing eolltelons between treffic units sent from a ffrst source point and 
traffic unHs sent from a second source point at a fransmissfon node In a bufferlesa network, 
the traffic units from tho first source point being characterized by a firat traffic pattenii 
the traffic untta from the aerand source point t>elng characterized by a second traffic 
pattern, said method comprising: 



generating a control signal for transmission to either one of the first and 
second source points on a basia of the detected first and second traffic 
patterns* said control signal being directive to regulate at least in part the 
traffic pattern of the traffic units sent from either one of the first and second 
source points such that a posalbllHy of collision between the traffic 
units sent from the first source point and the traffic units aent from 
the second aourea point la reduced. 



For the same reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1, the Applicant 
respectfully submits that claim 19 is neither anticipated nor rendered obvious by the 
Newman et al. and, as such, is In condition for allowance. The Examiner Is requested to 
withdraw the rejection of claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b). 

CLAIMS 20-31 

Claims 20-31 depend from claim 19 and therefore include all the limitations of 
independent claim 19. As such, claims 20-31 are also believed to be in allowable fbmi. 



The Examiner's attention is directed towards the following limitations of 
Independent claim 32 (emphasis added): 



CLAIM 19 



CLAIM 32 



5 

PA(X1(l/15'RCVDAT1(ll27/2DM4:40:05Pi« [Eastern DayDg^^ 



10/27/2004 16:42 TLC 5149541396 SMART Si BI66AR ©011/015 

' AppI, No. 09/603,354 PATENT 
Amdt. dated Octoba- 27, 2004 Attorney Docket No. 65773-203 

Reply to Office Action of May 28» 2004 



A buffertess network formed of a plurality of transmfssbn nodes, ea^ one of said plurality of 
transmission nodes comprising: 
[■] 

a traffic detection unit coupled to said first and second inputs, sa[d traffic 
detection unit operative to monitor the traffic unite received at said firet 
and second Inputs for detecttng said first and eecond traffic patterns; 
a notrftcatk}n unit for generating a contn^ signal for transmission to either one 
of the first and second source points on e basis of the firet and second 
traffic patterns detected by said irafTIc detection unit, said control signal 
being directive to regulate at least In part the traffic pattern of the traffic unfts 
sent fum either one of the fir^t and second source points such that a 
poselblllty of collision at the transmission node between the traffic 
units sent from the first source point and the traffic units sent from the 
second source point Is reduced. 



For the same reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1. the Applicant 
respectfully submits that claim 32 is neither anticipated nor rendered obvious by the 
Newman et al. and, as such, is in condition for allowance. The Examiner is requested to 
withdraw the rejection of claim 32 under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b), 



CLAM 33-36 



Claims 33-36 depend fnom daim 32 and therefore Include all the limitations of 
independent claim 32. As such, claims 33-36 are aiso believed to be In allowable fbmn. 



CLAIM 37 

The Examiner's attention is directed towards the following limitations of 
Independent claim 37 (emphasis added): 



A computer readable storage medium containing a program element for execution by a 

computing apparatus to Implement a device [...] said device including; 

a trafnc detection unit operative to monitor the traffic units sent from 
the first and second source points for detecting the first and second 
traffic patterns; 

a notification unit for generating a control signal for transmission to either one 
of the first and second source points on a baeia of the first end second 
traffic patterns detected by said b-afflc detection unit, said control signal 
being directive to regulate at least in part the fraffic pattern of the traffic units 
sent from either one of the first and second source points such that a 
possibility of collision l>etween the trafHc unite sent from the first 
source point and the traffic units sent from the second source point Is 
reduced. 
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For the same reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1, the Applicant 
respectfully submits that daim 37 is neither anticipated nor rendered obvious by the 
Newman et ai. and, as such, is In condition for allowance. The Examiner is requested to 
withdraw the rejection of claim 37 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b). 

CLAIM 38-52 

Claims 38-52 depend from claim 37 and therefore include all the limitations of 
independent claim 37. As such, claims 38-52 are also believed to be in allowable fomi. 



The Examiner's attention Is directed towards the following limitations of 
independent claim 53 {emphasis added): 

An apparatus for use in a buffertess network comprising: 



traffic detection, means coupled to said first and second Input meanSi^sald 
traffic detection means operative to monitor the traffic units received 
at aald firat and second input meane for detecting ^ald first and 
second traffic patterns; 

notification means for generating a control signal for transmission to either 
one of the first and second source points on a baeie of the first and 
eecond traffic patterns detected by said traffic detection means, said 
control signal being directive to regulate at feast In part the traffic pattern of 
the traffic units sent from either one of the first and second source points 
such that a possibility of colllaton between the traffic units sent from 
the first source point and the traffic units sent from the second 
source point Is reduced. 



For the same reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1, the Applicant 
respectfully submits that claim 53 is neither anticipated nor rendered obvious by the 
Newman et al. and, as such, is in condition for allowance. The Examiner Is requested to 
withdraw the rejection of claim 53 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b)- 



CLAIM 53 



[...) 



7 

PAGE 12/15' RCVD AT 10127120044:40:05 PM [Eastern DayOght rune]' SVR:USPT0€FXIV-1f3' DNIS:87293D$ ' CSID:5149541396 ' DURATION (innKS):04-10 



